Brand alliances, which involve intentionally presenting two or more brands together, appear in many different forms. For example, Subway stores placed within Wal-Mart, Airbus A380 airplanes with Rolls-Royce Trent engines, and Nike+iPod co-developed personal trainers are among the more well-known manifestations of this strategy. Our study contributes to the literature on brand alliances by conceptualizing and measuring a typology of brand alliance types based on their degree of integration. We also empirically test and find that consumers are sensitive to varying degrees of brand alliance integration. We then link these findings to the managerial decision of how and with whom a brand should form an alliance. We use extensive examples, conversations with managers, and survey-based experiments to show that brand alliance integration is relevant and impactful to both managers and consumers.
McDonald's Happy Meals (Samu, Krishnan, and Smith 1999) involve the joint presentation of two independent brands, an alliance that reflects far lower integration of the brands. Other research explores spillover (Swaminathan, Reddy, and Dommer 2012) , synergies (Koschmann and Bowman 2018) and feedback effects (Radighieri et al. 2014 ) of ingredient brands. Further, whereas Venkatesh and Mahajan's (1997) component branding problem considers Compaq PCs with Intel Insidea case in which the brands are physically distinguishable but functionally intertwined - Stremersch and Tellis (2002) study bundles that contain separate products such as Dell PCs with Lexmark printers in which the brands have both individual and joint utility.
Whatever the objective (even if they are supply-side induced), brand alliances impact perceptions of the allied brands and/or the size of the potential market (Newmeyer et al. 2014, Yan and Cao 2017) . Managers must recognize the potential of brand alliances in shaping customers' preferences because the evaluation of one brand can transfer, or "spill over," onto the partner (Simonin and Ruth 1998) . If consumers are sensitive to different levels of brand alliance integration, then the degree of integration will affect the impact of the partnership on the parent brands (Newmeyer et al. 2014) . Consistent with the notion that consumer perceptions are important to consider when taking strategic decisions such as integration level (Hamilton 2016) , this research contributes to literature on brand alliances by conceptualizing a typology, developing a consumer-based measure of integration, and testing it for discriminant and nomological validity against other brand alliance measures. Specifically, we are looking at brand alliances that involve the intentional presentation of two or more brand names; we are not exploring other alliances that do not involve the presentation of multiple brands (e.g., corporate joint ventures that are not promoted to consumers). Additionally, we empirically test and show that brand alliance integration is recognized by consumers. Such integration has been proposed to affect how consumers evaluate brand alliances (Newmeyer et al. 2014) .
To explore the different types of brand alliances and their impact on consumer evaluations, we conducted an extensive literature review, examined over 100 real-world examples (listed in Appendix A) and conducted depth interviews with marketing executives having first-hand experience in brand alliance management (additional information is in Appendix B). Next, we present a typology of brand alliances, followed by two studies designed to measure consumer perceptions of brand alliance integration and its distinction from a related brand alliance concept, product and brand fit. We then present a practical framework for guiding brand integration decisions under different objectives and strategic perspectives.
A Typology of Brand Alliances
Brand alliance partnerships differ based on the degree of integrationthe extent to which partnering brands are integrated in physical form and joint function in the brand alliance offering (Newmeyer et al. 2014) . Integration in form refers to the degree to which the partnering brands are physically intertwined. At one end, the brands are physically inseparable such that a consumer cannot discern where the contribution of each brand starts or stops. Conversely, a brand alliance can be presented with two items that are still physically separate to the consumer.
Integration in function refers to how dependent the brands are on each other for the offering to work properly and offer the highest level of utility. We explore the intersection of physical separability and function in Table 1 . The degree of integration ranges from very lowwhere the brands are almost entirely self-standing and separate in physical form and function to very high, where the brands are completely fused together such that it is practically impossible to separate them. The idea of integration is implicit in prior work such as the statement by van der Lans, Van den Bergh and Dieleman (2014) that "brand alliances involve all joint-marketing activities in which two or more brands are simultaneously presented to the consumer… these simultaneous presentations appear in many different forms" (p. 551). The various types of brand alliances also lend themselves to different consumer-focused marketing actions such as tie in sales, a discount for purchasing the joint branded offering, and greater variety and reduced search costs.
Further, past work has recognized certain sub-types of brand alliances through different experimental stimuli such as digital cameras sold with printers (Voss and Gammoh 2004) , crossruff coupons (Dhar and Raju 1998) , and new product lines (Monga and Lau-Gesk 2007; Rao, Qu and Ruekert 1999). Table 2 Table 3 presents our proposed hierarchy of brand alliance types, from most to least integrated, along with a definition of each.
Co-development
Considered the highest level of integration, the partnering firms pool their resources to co-create the product and intentionally market it using both brand names. Similar to a biological offspring, the offering shares the "parents'" traits in a fully blended fashion. The brands are combined in both physical form and functionality (Amaldoss and Rapoport 2005) . Additionally, the consumption of both brands is necessitated by the nature of the offering.
Ingredient branding
Unlike co-development, the ingredient and host brands are developed separately by each brand manufacturer and each brand has a stand-alone form when offered alone. Under the brand alliance, the joint offering is a single item in which the brands are highly integrated in physical form and function together (Desai and Keller 2002) .
Component branding
Similar to co-development and ingredient branding, the sale of multiple brands is forced in component branding; however it differs from ingredient branding in that each component brand is physically distinguishable and separable by the consumer. If a defect can be traced to the component, that component alone can be replaced to restore functionality (Venkatesh and Mahajan 1997) . The functionality of the joint offering is dependent on both brands.
Brand bundling
As with component branding, the partnering brands are functionally compatible and potentially complementary to each other under brand bundling. The brands are sold as a specially priced package. The brands are physically separable as each brand in the joint offering has stand-alone value and each can be purchased and consumed independently (Stremersch and Tellis 2002) . The brand alliance offering forces the sale of both brands to receive potential price discounts and the combination may reduce search costs for consumers.
Co-promotion
Similar to brand bundling, the brand offerings in co-promotion are physically separate and have stand-alone value. Additionally, there is a monetary incentive to facilitate joint purchase and possibly a reduction in search costs. The difference is that consumers may not be forced to buy both brands. Further, the brands in the joint offering need not be functionally compatible or complementary (Dhar and Raju 1998) .
Co-location
As the lowest level of integration, co-located brands are both physically and functionally separate. As with co-promotion, the two brands within the joint offering are self-standing, and purchasing/consuming both may provide more variety or reduce search costs. Yet, unlike copromotion, there is no monetary incentive to buy both brands (Iyer and Pazgal 2003) .
Measuring Brand Alliance Integration
While managers recognize inherent firm-related strategic issues when choosing one type of brand alliance over another (e.g., differential required resources), it is important to determine if consumers are aware of brand alliance integration, because this can impact consumers'
attributions of credit and/or blame (Newmeyer et al. 2014) . To measure brand alliance integration, we took existing scale items from marketing and strategy literatures on brand alliances, cobranding, network theory, and strategic alliances (e.g., Burgelman, and Doz 2001; Johnson 1999) and adapted them to the context of brand alliance integration. Our review generated nine items for the brand alliance integration construct and ten items for similar but distinct brand alliance concepts, namely product and brand fit (Samuelson, Olsen, and Keller 2015; Simonin and Ruth 1998) . The items related to integration capture how intertwined the two brands are in physical and functional form; in contrast, the items related to product and brand fit explain how consumers perceive the compatibility of multiple brands on functional attributes and similarity on hedonic attributes. In this work, a brand is considered high fit when it has either functional complementarity or hedonic similarity. We then developed a survey in which participants read about two brands in which product categories were held constant while integration was manipulated as co-developed or co-promoted (see Appendix C). Then subjects provided ratings on all 19 items (see Table 4 ) on seven-point agree/disagree Likert scales.
Results
Data was collected online using MTurk and Qualtrics (n = 360; M age = 36; 49% female). First, we conducted EFA using the principal component method with Varimax rotation. The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure of sample adequacy was acceptable with a value of .924 (Hair, Bush, and Ortinau 2006) and Bartlett's test of sphericity was significant (χ 2 105 = 4490, p < .001), indicating that the data was appropriate for factor analysis. In the first iteration, items with loadings of less than .4 on all factors were dropped. The final solution consisted of two factors with eigenvalues greater than one. Variables related to product and brand fit load together on factor 1 and items related to integration loaded on factor 2, suggesting that integration and product/brand fit are separate constructs.
Second, to test for discriminant validity, we conducted CFA using maximum likelihood estimation with the retained items. The model was significant (χ 2 66 = 195.60, p < .001), as is common with large sample sizes (Bagozzi and Yi 2012) . Our two-factor model of integration and product/brand fit met or exceeded standards of model fit (RMSEA = .07; SRMR = .07; CFI = .97; IFI = .97; RFI = .94; Bagozzi and Yi 2012) . Further, a chi-square difference test shows that the two-factor model, with integration and fit as separate constructs, has significantly better fit than a one-factor model (Δχ 2 = 67.86, p < .01; Netemeyer et al. 2003) . Between-construct correlations below 1 (Ψ = .62 (s.e. = .07), p < .01) show discriminant validity. All factor loadings are above .8, implying high reliability, and Cronbach alphas for the composite measures are also appropriate for integration (α = .83) and fit (α = .96).
Table 4 Items and Exploratory Factor Analysis Results for Construct Validation Study
Items Component 1 2 CI1: These brands are highly integrated.
.73 CI2: These brands are combined in form.
.82 CI3: These brands are combined in function.
.74 CI4: These brands are intentionally working together.
.64 CI5: These brands are used together.
Dropped* CI6: These brands are intentionally presented together.
Dropped* CI7: These brands are both responsible for service delivery.
Dropped* CI8: These brands share knowledge.
Dropped* CI9: These brands share resources.
Dropped* PF1: These products are a logical combination.
.83 PF2: These products are a consistent combination.
.81 PF3: These products are a good combination.
.86 PF4: These products complement each other.
.83 PF5: These products are a good-fitting combination.
.88 BF1: The images of these brands are a logical combination.
.82 BF2: The images of these brands are a good combination.
.85 BF3: The images of these brands are a consistent combination.
.62
BF4: The images of these brands complement each other. .81 BF5: The images of these brands fit well together.
.85 CI: Items generated as potential measures of integration. PF: Items measuring product fit (see Simonin and Ruth 1998) . BF: Items measuring brand fit (see Simonin and Ruth 1998) . *Dropped because loadings less than .4 on all factors.
Figure 1

Making the Brand Alliance Decision: Interplay of Factors
To assess nomological validity, we compared the new construct of integration to the similar yet distinct construct of product and brand fit. Using the same stimuli, we assessed if the means of the four-item integration scale and ten-item product/brand fit scale varied between integration conditions. If the constructs are different, integration means should vary by manipulated level of integration while product/brand fit means should remain unchanged. As expected, ANOVA reveals that the co-developed offering was perceived as more highly integrated than either co-promotion or the control (Mcodevelop = 5.02 vs. Mpromo = 4.67 and Mcontrol = 4.64; F 2, 357 = 5.79, p < .01) . In contrast, perceived product/brand fit did not vary by integration (Mcodevelop = 5.71, Mpromo = 5.59, Mcontrol = 5.61; F2, 357 = .539, ns) .
These results indicate that brand alliance integration is reliable and distinct from another brand alliance construct, product/brand fit. 3 The results confirm that consumers are sensitive to brand alliance integration and should help inform brand alliance decisions.
Implications of Brand Alliance Integration for Managers
Often, managers considering a brand alliance seek to accomplish one or both of two principal goals: brand development and market development (Amaldoss and Rapoport 2005; Newmeyer et al. 2014) . Brand development is about enriching the meaning of a brand to improve customer evaluations. YoCrunch (yogurt) aligning with Oreo (cookies) to connote better taste of its nutritious products would be one example. A manager in our study references the partnership between Ford and Eddie Bauer: Additionally, the fit in terms of functional complementarity or hedonic similarity between the brands must be considered, as noted by a former marketing manager of a national non-profit: "It is very important for us to have a partner with the same image as ours…. American, squeaky clean, non-political, non-religious .. . we have to share similar attributes." Fit is composed of two dimensions: hedonic fit, or how the partnering brands convey similar sensory or emotional images (e.g., style), and functional fit, or how the partnering brands complement each other on functional or utilitarian attributes (e.g., energy efficiency). Because consumers are sensitive to brand alliance integration, a brand manager must consider integration in conjunction with the brand's goal(s), and the extent of fit with the prospective partner brand(s), as shown in Figure 1 . Depending on the brand's goals and the fit with prospective partners, the strategic choice of integration level becomes critical with respect to spillover effects. Taking into account the company's branding goal and fit with partner brand(s), we propose seven guidelines for choosing a level of brand alliance integration, presented in Table 5 .
Implications of Brand Alliance Integration for Theory
Academic research has previously recognized the potential of brand alliances in altering consumer attitudes because of signaling (Rao, Qu, and Ruekert 1999) and spillover effects (Simonin and Ruth 1998) . Our research builds upon this work by showing that consumer perceptions of brand alliance integration, a strategic decision, may alter perceptions of the joint offering. We add to previous work on brand alliances by developing the strategic concept of brand alliance integration in the form of a 6-layer typology, developing a measure for the construct, and verifying that it has discriminant and nomological validity against other brand alliance measures.
The research on brand alliances has lacked consistent terminology. Brand alliances exist from completely integrated in physical form and function to entirely separated, yet prior research has not distinguished the over-arching concept from various sub-types. While much work has explored individual types of alliances, no work has clarified the implications of brand alliance types to firm strategy or consumer evaluations. We attempt to fill this gap, while also recognizing that as the marketplace continues to evolve due to the rapid changes in technology, the typology of brand alliances may need to be updated in the future. For example, in a digital space it may be possible to have two brands offer a joint offering that is physically entwined (perhaps digitally), while each brand offers functional utility independent of the other.
Brand alliances are a pervasive strategy with high upside potential if well-conceived.
Conversely, an incorrect strategy can severely hurt the brand(s). As a business development manager noted, "One plus one must equal three-if both companies cannot create more value by [the brand alliance] compared to going ahead alone, we will go ahead alone, because it is easier to manage." The decision on the appropriate form of brand alliance integration has to be made judiciously, based on the strategic objectives of the brand alliance, while being aware of consumer responses to each possible arrangement.
